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Standards Process: Path to RFC

Requirements
General mandate or

Specific standard

Proposed RFI

1a

2

3 Standards Process Group 
issues RFI

4

RFI on proposed standard 
or alternatives

5

Community response

Standards Process Group: 
Adopt or Develop decision

6a

Proposal from SEEDS 
participant

6b

Reject

Unsolicited

Standards Process group 
vets requirements and 

determines applicability

Solicited

SEEDS Office SEEDS Office

SPG purchases development 
of standard or profile

SPG assigns SEEDS 
participants to write RFC

Adopt

SEEDS Group or individual 
submits RFC and 
implementation

Develop

7

1c1b

RFC Document

•New or adopted standard or profile of 
standard.

• Specific ESE application.
•Implementation relevant to ESE data 

systems (must have at least one 
operational implementation)

(Template to be developed)Public Review of RFI

Headquarters' Direction
Science, Mission or 

Applications needs or 
requirements

Standards
Processes Group

SEEDS office SEEDS Participant
Technical 

Working Group
PublicActors: “External”



1a: Mandate GCMD

Requirements
General mandate or

Specific standard

Proposed RFI

1a

2

3 Standards Process Group 
issues RFI

4

RFI on proposed standard 
or alternatives

5

Community response

Standards Process Group: 
Adopt or Develop decision

6a

Proposal from SEEDS 
participant

6b

Reject

Unsolicited

Standards Process group 
vets requirements and 

determines applicability

Solicited

SEEDS Office SEEDS Office

SPG purchases development 
of standard or profile

SPG assigns SEEDS 
participants to write RFC

Adopt

SEEDS Group or individual 
submits RFC and 
implementation

Develop

7

1c1b

RFC Document

•New or adopted standard or profile of 
standard.

• Specific ESE application.
•Implementation relevant to ESE data 

systems (must have at least one 
operational implementation)

(Template to be developed)Public Review of RFI

Headquarters' Direction
Science, Mission or 

Applications needs or 
requirements

Standards
Processes Group

SEEDS office SEEDS Participant
Technical 

Working Group
PublicActors: “External”

Mandate detailed in REASoN 
CAN:

“All REASoN projects shall meet 
the following requirements:

• Descriptions of all products 
and services shall be provided 
to the NASA GCMD …”



2: Applicability: DIF and SERF

Requirements
General mandate or

Specific standard

Proposed RFI

1a

2

3 Standards Process Group 
issues RFI

4

RFI on proposed standard 
or alternatives

5

Community response

Standards Process Group: 
Adopt or Develop decision

6a

Proposal from SEEDS 
participant

6b

Reject

Unsolicited

Standards Process group 
vets requirements and 

determines applicability

Solicited

SEEDS Office SEEDS Office

SPG purchases development 
of standard or profile

SPG assigns SEEDS 
participants to write RFC

Adopt

SEEDS Group or individual 
submits RFC and 
implementation

Develop

7

1c1b

RFC Document

•New or adopted standard or profile of 
standard.

• Specific ESE application.
•Implementation relevant to ESE data 

systems (must have at least one 
operational implementation)

(Template to be developed)Public Review of RFI

Headquarters' Direction
Science, Mission or 

Applications needs or 
requirements

Standards
Processes Group

SEEDS office SEEDS Participant
Technical 

Working Group
PublicActors: “External”

Standards Process Group 
recommends two core standards 
to send through the process: DIF 
as standard for directory level 
catalog metadata for data 
products, and SERF as standard 
for directory level catalog 
metadata for services. (This 
scenario follows DIF)



3: Issue RFI: use of DIF and SERF

Requirements
General mandate or

Specific standard

Proposed RFI

1a

2

3 Standards Process Group 
issues RFI

4

RFI on proposed standard 
or alternatives

5

Community response

Standards Process Group: 
Adopt or Develop decision

6a

Proposal from SEEDS 
participant

6b

Reject

Unsolicited

Standards Process group 
vets requirements and 

determines applicability

Solicited

SEEDS Office SEEDS Office

SPG purchases development 
of standard or profile

SPG assigns SEEDS 
participants to write RFC

Adopt

SEEDS Group or individual 
submits RFC and 
implementation

Develop

7

1c1b

RFC Document

•New or adopted standard or profile of 
standard.

• Specific ESE application.
•Implementation relevant to ESE data 

systems (must have at least one 
operational implementation)

(Template to be developed)Public Review of RFI

Headquarters' Direction
Science, Mission or 

Applications needs or 
requirements

Standards
Processes Group

SEEDS office SEEDS Participant
Technical 

Working Group
PublicActors: “External”

Standards Process Group issues 
RFI for DIF



4: Public Comment on RFI

Requirements
General mandate or

Specific standard

Proposed RFI

1a

2

3 Standards Process Group 
issues RFI

4

RFI on proposed standard 
or alternatives

5

Community response

Standards Process Group: 
Adopt or Develop decision

6a

Proposal from SEEDS 
participant

6b

Reject

Unsolicited

Standards Process group 
vets requirements and 

determines applicability

Solicited

SEEDS Office SEEDS Office

SPG purchases development 
of standard or profile

SPG assigns SEEDS 
participants to write RFC

Adopt

SEEDS Group or individual 
submits RFC and 
implementation

Develop

7

1c1b

RFC Document

•New or adopted standard or profile of 
standard.

• Specific ESE application.
•Implementation relevant to ESE data 

systems (must have at least one 
operational implementation)

(Template to be developed)Public Review of RFI

Headquarters' Direction
Science, Mission or 

Applications needs or 
requirements

Standards
Processes Group

SEEDS office SEEDS Participant
Technical 

Working Group
PublicActors: “External”

Minimal (mostly favorable) public 
comment from the SEEDS 
community.



5:Adopt GCMD DIF 

Requirements
General mandate or

Specific standard

Proposed RFI

1a

2

3 Standards Process Group 
issues RFI

4

RFI on proposed standard 
or alternatives

5

Community response

Standards Process Group: 
Adopt or Develop decision

6a

Proposal from SEEDS 
participant

6b

Reject

Unsolicited

Standards Process group 
vets requirements and 

determines applicability

Solicited

SEEDS Office SEEDS Office

SPG purchases development 
of standard or profile

SPG assigns SEEDS 
participants to write RFC

Adopt

SEEDS Group or individual 
submits RFC and 
implementation

Develop

7

1c1b

RFC Document

•New or adopted standard or profile of 
standard.

• Specific ESE application.
•Implementation relevant to ESE data 

systems (must have at least one 
operational implementation)

(Template to be developed)Public Review of RFI

Headquarters' Direction
Science, Mission or 

Applications needs or 
requirements

Standards
Processes Group

SEEDS office SEEDS Participant
Technical 

Working Group
PublicActors: “External”

Adopt/Develop decision: 
Mandate is to adopt GCMD DIF.



6a: Assign GCMD to write RFC

Requirements
General mandate or

Specific standard

Proposed RFI

1a

2

3 Standards Process Group 
issues RFI

4

RFI on proposed standard 
or alternatives

5

Community response

Standards Process Group: 
Adopt or Develop decision

6a

Proposal from SEEDS 
participant

6b

Reject

Unsolicited

Standards Process group 
vets requirements and 

determines applicability

Solicited

SEEDS Office SEEDS Office

SPG purchases development 
of standard or profile

SPG assigns SEEDS 
participants to write RFC

Adopt

SEEDS Group or individual 
submits RFC and 
implementation

Develop

7

1c1b

RFC Document

•New or adopted standard or profile of 
standard.

• Specific ESE application.
•Implementation relevant to ESE data 

systems (must have at least one 
operational implementation)

(Template to be developed)Public Review of RFI

Headquarters' Direction
Science, Mission or 

Applications needs or 
requirements

Standards
Processes Group

SEEDS office SEEDS Participant
Technical 

Working Group
PublicActors: “External”

Standards Process Group assigns 
GCMD team to write RFC



Requirements
General mandate or

Specific standard

Proposed RFI

1a

2

3 Standards Process Group 
issues RFI

4

RFI on proposed standard 
or alternatives

5

Community response

Standards Process Group: 
Adopt or Develop decision

6a

Proposal from SEEDS 
participant

6b

Reject

Unsolicited

Standards Process group 
vets requirements and 

determines applicability

Solicited

SEEDS Office SEEDS Office

SPG purchases development 
of standard or profile

SPG assigns SEEDS 
participants to write RFC

Adopt

SEEDS Group or individual 
submits RFC and 
implementation

Develop

7

1c1b

RFC Document

•New or adopted standard or profile of 
standard.

• Specific ESE application.
•Implementation relevant to ESE data 

systems (must have at least one 
operational implementation)

(Template to be developed)Public Review of RFI

Headquarters' Direction
Science, Mission or 

Applications needs or 
requirements

Standards
Processes Group

SEEDS office SEEDS Participant
Technical 

Working Group
PublicActors: “External”

GCMD team responds with RFC pointing to 
on-line description of DIF standard, noting 
minimum required fields.  Because the DIF 
standard has been through several 
iterations and will continue to evolve, RFC 
should indicate DIF version to be 
considered, and include a copy of the spec 
for the SEEDS repository. RFC also cites 
large number of DIFs written by many 
submitting organizations, multiple 
instances of DIF-based catalog (i.e., 
International Directory Network), DIF 
authoring tools available.

7: RFC



Standards Process: Path to Approval
SEEDS Office

Standards Process Group
• Initial Evaluation (characterization)
• Determine Enterprise Support
• Form Technical Working Group
• Set Schedule

Initial Screening
1

RejectTech Note

Standards Process Group 
Decision

Review with 2+ 
implementations

4Technical Working 
Group 

Recommendations & 
Community Response 

Draft STD
Community Core

Time for second implementation, if needed

Time for operational experience, if needed

Standards Process Group 
Decision

Review with 
Operational 
Experience

7Technical Working 
Group 

Recommendations & 
Community Response 

ESE STD
Community Core

Remain as Draft

RejectTech NoteProposed STD
Community Core

RFC Document

•New or adopted standard or profile of 
standard.

• Specific ESE application.
•Implementation relevant to ESE data 

systems (must have at least one 
operational implementation)

(Template to be developed)

Community response

Public Review of 
Operational Experience

Technical Working Group 
Evaluates Operational 

Experience

5

6

Community response

Public Review of RFC 
and Implementations

Technical Working Group 
Evaluates Implementations

2

3

Standards
Processes Group

SEEDS office SEEDS Participant
Technical 

Working Group
PublicActors: “External”

1



1: Initial Evaluation
SEEDS Office

Standards Process Group
• Initial Evaluation (characterization)
• Determine Enterprise Support
• Form Technical Working Group
• Set Schedule

Initial Screening
1

RejectTech Note

Standards Process Group 
Decision

Review with 2+ 
implementations

4Technical Working 
Group 

Recommendations & 
Community Response 

Draft STD
Community Core

Time for second implementation, if needed

Time for operational experience, if needed

Standards Process Group 
Decision

Review with 
Operational 
Experience

7Technical Working 
Group 

Recommendations & 
Community Response 

ESE STD
Community Core

Remain as Draft

RejectTech NoteProposed STD
Community Core

RFC Document

•New or adopted standard or profile of 
standard.

• Specific ESE application.
•Implementation relevant to ESE data 

systems (must have at least one 
operational implementation)

(Template to be developed)

Community response

Public Review of 
Operational Experience

Technical Working Group 
Evaluates Operational 

Experience

5

6

Community response

Public Review of RFC 
and Implementations

Technical Working Group 
Evaluates Implementations

2

3

Standards
Processes Group

SEEDS office SEEDS Participant
Technical 

Working Group
PublicActors: “External”

1

On initial evaluation, Standards Process 
Group accepts DIF RFC as written. 
Standards Process Group puts DIF on 
“Core Standards” track, noting that GCMD 
organization is funded by the Enterprise. 
SPG forms Technical Working Group, and 
sets short review schedule.



2: Public Comment “Implementation”
SEEDS Office

Standards Process Group
• Initial Evaluation (characterization)
• Determine Enterprise Support
• Form Technical Working Group
• Set Schedule

Initial Screening
1

RejectTech Note

Standards Process Group 
Decision

Review with 2+ 
implementations

4Technical Working 
Group 

Recommendations & 
Community Response 

Draft STD
Community Core

Time for second implementation, if needed

Time for operational experience, if needed

Standards Process Group 
Decision

Review with 
Operational 
Experience

7Technical Working 
Group 

Recommendations & 
Community Response 

ESE STD
Community Core

Remain as Draft

RejectTech NoteProposed STD
Community Core

RFC Document

•New or adopted standard or profile of 
standard.

• Specific ESE application.
•Implementation relevant to ESE data 

systems (must have at least one 
operational implementation)

(Template to be developed)

Community response

Public Review of 
Operational Experience

Technical Working Group 
Evaluates Operational 

Experience

5

6

Community response

Public Review of RFC 
and Implementations

Technical Working Group 
Evaluates Implementations

2

3

Standards
Processes Group

SEEDS office SEEDS Participant
Technical 

Working Group
PublicActors: “External”

1

•Some REASoN participants express 
concerns about whether the data they 
produce interactively should be 
included in the GCMD, and if so, how it 
should be described.
•A group interested in catalog 
interoperability requests additional 
fields.



3: Technical Working Group Evaluation
SEEDS Office

Standards Process Group
• Initial Evaluation (characterization)
• Determine Enterprise Support
• Form Technical Working Group
• Set Schedule

Initial Screening
1

RejectTech Note

Standards Process Group 
Decision

Review with 2+ 
implementations

4Technical Working 
Group 

Recommendations & 
Community Response 

Draft STD
Community Core

Time for second implementation, if needed

Time for operational experience, if needed

Standards Process Group 
Decision

Review with 
Operational 
Experience

7Technical Working 
Group 

Recommendations & 
Community Response 

ESE STD
Community Core

Remain as Draft

RejectTech NoteProposed STD
Community Core

RFC Document

•New or adopted standard or profile of 
standard.

• Specific ESE application.
•Implementation relevant to ESE data 

systems (must have at least one 
operational implementation)

(Template to be developed)

Community response

Public Review of 
Operational Experience

Technical Working Group 
Evaluates Operational 

Experience

5

6

Community response

Public Review of RFC 
and Implementations

Technical Working Group 
Evaluates Implementations

2

3

Standards
Processes Group

SEEDS office SEEDS Participant
Technical 

Working Group
PublicActors: “External”

1

Technical working 
Group notes wide use 
of DIF, including 
multiple 
implementations and 
significant operational 
experience.
Recommends approval 
of standard as written, 
in spite of some 
community concerns.



4: Return for Revision
SEEDS Office

Standards Process Group
• Initial Evaluation (characterization)
• Determine Enterprise Support
• Form Technical Working Group
• Set Schedule

Initial Screening
1

RejectTech Note

Standards Process Group 
Decision

Review with 2+ 
implementations

4Technical Working 
Group 

Recommendations & 
Community Response 

Draft STD
Community Core

Time for second implementation, if needed

Time for operational experience, if needed

Standards Process Group 
Decision

Review with 
Operational 
Experience

7Technical Working 
Group 

Recommendations & 
Community Response 

ESE STD
Community Core

Remain as Draft

RejectTech NoteProposed STD
Community Core

RFC Document

•New or adopted standard or profile of 
standard.

• Specific ESE application.
•Implementation relevant to ESE data 

systems (must have at least one 
operational implementation)

(Template to be developed)

Community response

Public Review of 
Operational Experience

Technical Working Group 
Evaluates Operational 

Experience

5

6

Community response

Public Review of RFC 
and Implementations

Technical Working Group 
Evaluates Implementations

2

3

Standards
Processes Group

SEEDS office SEEDS Participant
Technical 

Working Group
PublicActors: “External”

1

Standards Process 
Group notes both 
positive 
recommendation from 
TWG and concerns 
expressed in community 
response.  Requests a 
revised RFC addressing 
community concerns.



7[#2]: Revised RFC

Requirements
General mandate or

Specific standard

Proposed RFI

1a

2

3 Standards Process Group 
issues RFI

4

RFI on proposed standard 
or alternatives

5

Community response

Standards Process Group: 
Adopt or Develop decision

6a

Proposal from SEEDS 
participant

6b

Reject

Unsolicited

Standards Process group 
vets requirements and 

determines applicability

Solicited

SEEDS Office SEEDS Office

SPG purchases development 
of standard or profile

SPG assigns SEEDS 
participants to write RFC

Adopt

SEEDS Group or individual 
submits RFC and 
implementation

Develop

7

1c1b

RFC Document

•New or adopted standard or profile of 
standard.

• Specific ESE application.
•Implementation relevant to ESE data 

systems (must have at least one 
operational implementation)

(Template to be developed)Public Review of RFI

Headquarters' Direction
Science, Mission or 

Applications needs or 
requirements

Standards
Processes Group

SEEDS office SEEDS Participant
Technical 

Working Group
PublicActors: “External”

GCMD team develops 
SEEDS profile for the 
DIF, specifying types of 
SEEDS “products” for 
which DIFs are needed, 
and adding a few more 
fields to the minimum 
required for a complete 
DIF.



1[#2]: Evaluate Revise RFC
SEEDS Office

Standards Process Group
• Initial Evaluation (characterization)
• Determine Enterprise Support
• Form Technical Working Group
• Set Schedule

Initial Screening
1

RejectTech Note

Standards Process Group 
Decision

Review with 2+ 
implementations

4Technical Working 
Group 

Recommendations & 
Community Response 

Draft STD
Community Core

Time for second implementation, if needed

Time for operational experience, if needed

Standards Process Group 
Decision

Review with 
Operational 
Experience

7Technical Working 
Group 

Recommendations & 
Community Response 

ESE STD
Community Core

Remain as Draft

RejectTech NoteProposed STD
Community Core

RFC Document

•New or adopted standard or profile of 
standard.

• Specific ESE application.
•Implementation relevant to ESE data 

systems (must have at least one 
operational implementation)

(Template to be developed)

Community response

Public Review of 
Operational Experience

Technical Working Group 
Evaluates Operational 

Experience

5

6

Community response

Public Review of RFC 
and Implementations

Technical Working Group 
Evaluates Implementations

2

3

Standards
Processes Group

SEEDS office SEEDS Participant
Technical 

Working Group
PublicActors: “External”

1

Standards Process Group again accepts DIF 
RFC as written, and puts DIF back on “Core 
Standards” track. SPG re-assembles same 
Technical Working Group, and sets a 
somewhat longer review schedule, given 
the unexpected controversy last time 
around.



2[#2]: Public Comment “Implementation”
SEEDS Office

Standards Process Group
• Initial Evaluation (characterization)
• Determine Enterprise Support
• Form Technical Working Group
• Set Schedule

Initial Screening
1

RejectTech Note

Standards Process Group 
Decision

Review with 2+ 
implementations

4Technical Working 
Group 

Recommendations & 
Community Response 

Draft STD
Community Core

Time for second implementation, if needed

Time for operational experience, if needed

Standards Process Group 
Decision

Review with 
Operational 
Experience

7Technical Working 
Group 

Recommendations & 
Community Response 

ESE STD
Community Core

Remain as Draft

RejectTech NoteProposed STD
Community Core

RFC Document

•New or adopted standard or profile of 
standard.

• Specific ESE application.
•Implementation relevant to ESE data 

systems (must have at least one 
operational implementation)

(Template to be developed)

Community response

Public Review of 
Operational Experience

Technical Working Group 
Evaluates Operational 

Experience

5

6

Community response

Public Review of RFC 
and Implementations

Technical Working Group 
Evaluates Implementations

2

3

Standards
Processes Group

SEEDS office SEEDS Participant
Technical 

Working Group
PublicActors: “External”

1

Previous commenters 
generally approve of 
changes to RFC. No one 
else objects, because 
additional minimum 
required fields are not 
burdensome.



3[#2]: Technical Working Group Review
SEEDS Office

Standards Process Group
• Initial Evaluation (characterization)
• Determine Enterprise Support
• Form Technical Working Group
• Set Schedule

Initial Screening
1

RejectTech Note

Standards Process Group 
Decision

Review with 2+ 
implementations

4Technical Working 
Group 

Recommendations & 
Community Response 

Draft STD
Community Core

Time for second implementation, if needed

Time for operational experience, if needed

Standards Process Group 
Decision

Review with 
Operational 
Experience

7Technical Working 
Group 

Recommendations & 
Community Response 

ESE STD
Community Core

Remain as Draft

RejectTech NoteProposed STD
Community Core

RFC Document

•New or adopted standard or profile of 
standard.

• Specific ESE application.
•Implementation relevant to ESE data 

systems (must have at least one 
operational implementation)

(Template to be developed)

Community response

Public Review of 
Operational Experience

Technical Working Group 
Evaluates Operational 

Experience

5

6

Community response

Public Review of RFC 
and Implementations

Technical Working Group 
Evaluates Implementations

2

3

Standards
Processes Group

SEEDS office SEEDS Participant
Technical 

Working Group
PublicActors: “External”

1

Technical Working Group 
performs review of 
changes to RFC and finds 
them acceptable. Notes 
that implementations (and 
operation experience) 
have not changed 
significantly.



4[#2]: Promote to Draft Standard
SEEDS Office

Standards Process Group
• Initial Evaluation (characterization)
• Determine Enterprise Support
• Form Technical Working Group
• Set Schedule

Initial Screening
1

RejectTech Note

Standards Process Group 
Decision

Review with 2+ 
implementations

4Technical Working 
Group 

Recommendations & 
Community Response 

Draft STD
Community Core

Time for second implementation, if needed

Time for operational experience, if needed

Standards Process Group 
Decision

Review with 
Operational 
Experience

7Technical Working 
Group 

Recommendations & 
Community Response 

ESE STD
Community Core

Remain as Draft

RejectTech NoteProposed STD
Community Core

RFC Document

•New or adopted standard or profile of 
standard.

• Specific ESE application.
•Implementation relevant to ESE data 

systems (must have at least one 
operational implementation)

(Template to be developed)

Community response

Public Review of 
Operational Experience

Technical Working Group 
Evaluates Operational 

Experience

5

6

Community response

Public Review of RFC 
and Implementations

Technical Working Group 
Evaluates Implementations

2

3

Standards
Processes Group

SEEDS office SEEDS Participant
Technical 

Working Group
PublicActors: “External”

1
Standards Process Group 
promotes DIF to “Draft 
Standard”, and kicks off 
review of operational 
experience.



5: Public Comment “Operational 
Experience”

SEEDS Office
Standards Process Group
• Initial Evaluation (characterization)
• Determine Enterprise Support
• Form Technical Working Group
• Set Schedule

Initial Screening
1

RejectTech Note

Standards Process Group 
Decision

Review with 2+ 
implementations

4Technical Working 
Group 

Recommendations & 
Community Response 

Draft STD
Community Core

Time for second implementation, if needed

Time for operational experience, if needed

Standards Process Group 
Decision

Review with 
Operational 
Experience

7Technical Working 
Group 

Recommendations & 
Community Response 

ESE STD
Community Core

Remain as Draft

RejectTech NoteProposed STD
Community Core

RFC Document

•New or adopted standard or profile of 
standard.

• Specific ESE application.
•Implementation relevant to ESE data 

systems (must have at least one 
operational implementation)

(Template to be developed)

Community response

Public Review of 
Operational Experience

Technical Working Group 
Evaluates Operational 

Experience

5

6

Community response

Public Review of RFC 
and Implementations

Technical Working Group 
Evaluates Implementations

2

3

Standards
Processes Group

SEEDS office SEEDS Participant
Technical 

Working Group
PublicActors: “External”

1

Public comment is minimal



6: Technical Working Group Evaluation
SEEDS Office

Standards Process Group
• Initial Evaluation (characterization)
• Determine Enterprise Support
• Form Technical Working Group
• Set Schedule

Initial Screening
1

RejectTech Note

Standards Process Group 
Decision

Review with 2+ 
implementations

4Technical Working 
Group 

Recommendations & 
Community Response 

Draft STD
Community Core

Time for second implementation, if needed

Time for operational experience, if needed

Standards Process Group 
Decision

Review with 
Operational 
Experience

7Technical Working 
Group 

Recommendations & 
Community Response 

ESE STD
Community Core

Remain as Draft

RejectTech NoteProposed STD
Community Core

RFC Document

•New or adopted standard or profile of 
standard.

• Specific ESE application.
•Implementation relevant to ESE data 

systems (must have at least one 
operational implementation)

(Template to be developed)

Community response

Public Review of 
Operational Experience

Technical Working Group 
Evaluates Operational 

Experience

5

6

Community response

Public Review of RFC 
and Implementations

Technical Working Group 
Evaluates Implementations

2

3

Standards
Processes Group

SEEDS office SEEDS Participant
Technical 

Working Group
PublicActors: “External”

1

Technical Working Group 
had noted significant 
operation experience in 
previous reviews, and 
quickly recommends 
acceptance of DIF as 
“Core Standard”.



7: Promote to “Core Standard”
SEEDS Office

Standards Process Group
• Initial Evaluation (characterization)
• Determine Enterprise Support
• Form Technical Working Group
• Set Schedule

Initial Screening
1

RejectTech Note

Standards Process Group 
Decision

Review with 2+ 
implementations

4Technical Working 
Group 

Recommendations & 
Community Response 

Draft STD
Community Core

Time for second implementation, if needed

Time for operational experience, if needed

Standards Process Group 
Decision

Review with 
Operational 
Experience

7Technical Working 
Group 

Recommendations & 
Community Response 

ESE STD
Community Core

Remain as Draft

RejectTech NoteProposed STD
Community Core

RFC Document

•New or adopted standard or profile of 
standard.

• Specific ESE application.
•Implementation relevant to ESE data 

systems (must have at least one 
operational implementation)

(Template to be developed)

Community response

Public Review of 
Operational Experience

Technical Working Group 
Evaluates Operational 

Experience
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